
Review of the"Cranmer Repor t 1 1

At the request of the USEPA, WESTON has reviewed the "CranmerReport". T h i s report i s a p r e s e n t a t i o n o f an "RI/FS S t u d y P l a nas an a l t e r n a t i v e to the GHI Plan" ( S e c t i o n 1 . 1 . 1 ) . The GMI P l a ni s the December, 1986 RI/FS W o r k P l a n by G h e r a g h t y and M i l l e r ,I n c . f o r Mass M e r c h a n d i s e r s I n c .
WESTON has reviewed this p l a n f o r general technical c o m p l e t e n e s s ,c o B p l i a n c e / n o n c o m p l i a n c e with the current N a t i o n a l C o n t i n g e n c yP l a n ( N C P ) a n d t h e t echnical requirements o f t h e N C P a s d e t a i l e din the "Guidance on Remedial I n v e s t i g a t i o n s under C E R C L A " ( M a y1 9 8 5 ) and "Guidance on F e a s i b i l i t y S t u d i e s under C E R C L A " ( A p r i l
1 9 8 5 ) .
T h i s review is in the f ormat of s p e c i f i c comments on the textthrough each sect ion whera a p p r o p r i a t e f o l l o w e d by generalcomments on the section as a whole.
T h e r e i s no T a b l e nf C o n t e n t s .
1 . 1 I N T R O D U C T I O N , H T S T O R I C A L R E V I E W & D E S C R I P T I O N O F T H E S I T E
S e c t i o n 1.1,?., Page lpara. 3

S e c t i o n 1.1.2, Page 2para. 3

S e c t i o n 1.1.3, Page 2para. 6

Comments on the relevance and cost ofa c t i v i t i e s p ropo s ed by GMI are nota p p r o p r i a t e in th i s document.
T h i s s e c t ion a p p e a r s to be a c o l l e c t i o nor s tatement of f a c t s . To our knowl edge"several s inkholes" are not "evident onthe site".
The conclus ion that the s i te does notpose an imminent and subs tantial risk isnot a p p r o p r i a t e in the H i s t o r i c a lBeview. The review should be f a c t notconclus ion, e s p e c i a l l y f r o m an advocacyp o s i t i o n .

S e c t i o n 1.1.3, Page 8para. 2

S e c t i o n 1.1.4, Page 9para. 5,6
S e c t i o n 1.1.4, Page 10para. 4

las t sentence concludes that theground s u r f a c e or near s u r f a c e "sitestrata" acts as an a g u i t a r d . T h i s is aconclusion with out any sub s tan t ia t i on .
Thes e p a r a g r a p h s are s e l f - s e r v i n g and donot be long in an RI work p l a n .
T h i s p a r a g r a p h a p p e a r s to mix the termsa q u i f e r and aquitard. Furthermore it isan overly re s tr i c t ive d e s c r i p t i o n of avalid goal o f the RI.



S e c t i o n 1.5

S e c t i o n 1.9, Page 19thru 33
sec t ion 1.9, Page 19para. 6

The numbering for the rest of th i ssection is not consi s tent with thenumbering up to here.
T h e r e is no d i s cu s s i on of p o t e n t i a li m p a c t s in t h i s sect ion.
"Regional C l i m a t o l o g y " does not b e l o n gin "Review of P o t e n t i a l impact s" .( S a m e comment on the other h ead ing s inthi s s e c t i o n . )

G e n e r a l Comments on S e c t i o n 1
T h i s whole section ( 1 . 1 thru 1 . 9 ) i s d i s o r g a n i z e d , containso v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n s , c onc lu s ions and c o n t r a d i c t i o n s thatdemons tra t e a general lack of u n d e r s t a n d i n g of the p r o b l e m andthe s t andard a p p r o a c h to s o l v i n g the p r o b l e m .
The primary o b j e c t i v e o f the da ta c o l l e c t i o n and eva lua t i on phaseof the RI is to summarize e x i s t i n g i n f o r m a t i o n on hazardous wastesources, p a t h w a y s , and rec ep tor s and to evaluate p o t e n t i a limpac t s on p u b l i c h e a l t h , w e l f a r e , and the environment. The workshould be s u f f i c i e n t to s u p p o r t d e s i g n of the RemedialI n v e s t i g a t i o n W o r k P l a n . V e r y 1 i t t l e a n a l y t i c a l d a t a i spre s ented :'n thi s section and there i s no d i s cu s s i on o f p o t e n t i a li m p a c t s .
2 . 1 S A M P L I N G P L A N
Sect i on 2.1.1, Page 34para. 1

S e c t i o n 2 .1 .2, Page 34para. 2

S e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 3 , Page 34para. 4

S e c t i o n 2 .1-4, Page 35para. 1
S e c t i o n 2.1-4.1, Pg. 35para. 5

The rest of the S a m p l i n g Plan does nots u p p o r t a t ta inment o f the s tated o b j e c -tive.
M a n y f i g u r e s and a t tachment s are not inthis copy. T h i s review is l i m i t e d towhat was p r o v i d e d .
T h e r e is not enough da ta to suppor t sucha re s tr i c t ive l i s t of target compoundsat thi s time. Much of the pr ev i ou s lyc o l l e c t e d da ta are suspec t . The targetparameter l i s t should be selected onlya f t e r s a m p l i n g and analys e s w i t h i n thi sprogram e s tab l i sh e s the v a l i d i t y o ftheir use.
T h e r e is no mention of the woodch ipp i l e .
The s a m p l e s f r o m the s inkhole should bea n a l y z e d f o r t h e T a r g e t Compound Lis t( T C L ) e s t a b l i s h e d b y E P A under C E R C L Athrough the Contract Lab Program.
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S e c t i o n 2 * 1 . 4 . 2 , Pg. 35para. 6 T h i s p a r a g r a p h is out of p l a c e and con-f u s i n g .
S e c t i o n 2.1.4.1, Pg. 36para. 5

S e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 4 . 2 ,
Pages 36-38para. 3

S e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 4 . 2 , P g . 3 8para. 3

S e c t i o n 2 . 1 . 4 . 3 , Pg. 38para. 10

S u r f a c e and d e ep e r s a m p l e s should bea n a l y z e d f or d i b e n z o d i o x i n andd i b e n z o f u r a n .
Borings to auger r e f u s a l may not bes u f f i c i e n t since the re s idual materialmay be f u l l of chert, and augers may notbe able to p e n e t r a t e to top of rock.T h i s may be an impor tant horizon forthe c h a n n e l i n g or c o l l e c t i o n of contam-inants .
" V e r : . f i c a t i o n o f target parameters" th i ssounds l ik e the intent is to prove thepresence and u s e f u l n e s s of the pre-selected target parameters by ana lyz ingonly the for them. T h i s is nota c c e p t a b l e .
T h e r e are other r u n o f f areas that shou ldbe s a m p l e d . T h i s is noted on page 39,p a r a g r a p h 10 where more l o ca t i on s aren o t e d . T h i s i s c o n f u s i n g .

Genera l Comments on ..Section 2.1
T h i s s ec t ion f a i l s t o s a t i s f y th e t echnical requirements o f th eNCP in the f o l l o w i n g areas:

o W h i l e t h e o b j e c t i v e o f i d e n t i f y i n g m a j o r contaminantsis c l e a r l y s t a t e d , it is not s a t i s f i e d since the targetparameters are p r e e s t a b l i s h e d .
o W i t h o u t the dec i s ion trees and s a m p l e l o ca t i on s onmaps , the question of the existence of a program thatwil l result in s u f f i c i e n t data to determine the natureand extent of the condi t i ons is que s t i onab l e .
o The NGP c l e a r l y requires a de t erminat ion of the targetparameters based on e x i s t i n g i n f o r m a t i o n about p r o d u c t sused aM on analytical re sul t s that include the HSL asd e f i n e d i n C E R C L A sections 1 0 1 ( 4 ) a n d 1 0 4 ( a ) ( 2 ) . T h i sp l a n s p e c i f i c a l l y exc ludes t h e HSL compounds and startswith a res tric ted l i s t ojr p o t e n t i a l l y used compounds.In our opinion thi s is not acc ep tab l e .

Qual i ty f t e surance . P r o l e c t - P l a n ( Q A P P ) -.-..-
The QAPP is i n c o m p l e t e . It cannot be evaluated beyond thestatement that what is inc luded so far g e n e r a l l y c o n f o r m s to



requirements. T h i s Q A P P d e a l s a lmos t e x c l u s i v e l y wi th labora toryQ A / Q C , It does not cover any f i e l d Q A / Q C ( t h i s is not in theS a m p l i n g P l a n e i t h e r ) . Much of what is in the l i s t of QAPPe l ement s (p. 40) is not in the Q A P P .
H e a l t h a n d S a f e t y P l a n
The H e a l t h and S a f e t y P l a n i s i n c o m p l e t e . It cannot b ebeyond the s tatement that what is inc luded so farc o n f o r m s to requirements, with a few except ions . Oneis that no t ra in ing beyond the 2 hour f a m i l i a r i z a t i o nt ion seems to be required for those working on site.40 hour OSHA approved t ra in ing should be required.
Data Management. P l a n

evaluat edg e n e r a l l yexc ep t ionpresenta-A current

T h i s sect ion i s t o t a l l y inadequa t e , i t on ly a d d r e s s e s labora toryd a t a management. it does not a d d r e s s f i e l d d a t a management orheal th and s a f e t y record management. It a l s o s tate s that "Maii-agen.ent w i l l assume that s a m p l i n g team members w i l l be f a m i l i a rwith the required documenta t ion procedures b e f o r e f i e l d activi-t i e s begin". T h i s is not a c c e p t a b l e .
2 - 4 T A S K 3 - S I T E I N V E S T I G A T I O N
S e c t i o n 2 .4.1, Page 112para. 2

S e c t i o n 2.4.1.1 Pg 113para. 2
S e c t i o n 2.4.1.2 Pg 114para. 4

S e c t i o n 2.4.1.3Pages 114-118

Based on S e c t i o n 2.1 some of theseo b j e c t i v e s cannot be achieved.- The waste source cannot be character-ized u s ing the l i s t of parameters inS e c t i o n 2.1.3.- The nature and extent of ver t i calmigra t i on may not be de t ermined usingonly soil borings to auger r e f u s a l .
Phase I a c t i v i t i e s as d e f i n e d w i l l nots a t i s f y the da ta needs described here.
A g a i n the waste w i l l not be character-ized hy the l i s t of compounds in S e c t i o n2.1.3.
- The s tated p u r p o s e of the G e o l o g i c andH y j r o l o g i c inv e s t i ga t i on and the iden-t i f i c a t i o n of data gap s i s reasonablycomple t e . The m a j o r omission is noaddit ional we l l s in Phase I. T h i sp robab ly sets up almost a guarantee forw e l l s being required in Phase II. Aslong as th i s is recognized it is accept-db l e .~ Parts of thi s a p p e a r to b*3 e x c e l l en t .We would need the A p p e n d i c e s t o f u l l yevaluate the a p p r o a c h .



S e c t i o n 2 .4 .1 ,6 Pg 119para. 6

S e c t i o n 2 .4 .2Pages 120 - 122

- The stream f l o w measurements shouldbe made at several other l o ca t i on s . Theda ta f r o m this exercise may only raiseaore ques t ions than it answers.
- In our op in i on much of th i s should bein Phase 1.o Cricke t Creek S a m p l i n go S e a s o n a l s a m p l i n go Monitor W e l l s

S e c t i o n s 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 as pre s ented here g e n e r a l l y f a i l thes u f f i c i e n c y of data requirements for an RI. In our opinion muchof what is pre s ented is very good but much of it f a l l s short ofan adequate program for d e t e r m i n i n g the nature and extent ofcontamination at and in the area of this site. T h e r e are severalp r o t o c o l s that p o t e n t i a l l y w i l l result in the program o n l yc o n f i r m i n g the p r e c o n c e p t i o n s . The most n o t a b l e one is that theseven compounds l i s t e d in S e c t i o n 2.1.3 are s u f f i c i e n t forcharac t e r i z ing the wastes and tracking the extent of contamina-tion.
S e c t i o n 2.6 Page 123

S e c t i o n 2.7 Pg. 123-126

S e c t i o n 2.7.4 Pg. 126-
128

S e c t i o n 2.8 Pages 128-129

T h i s S e c t i o n pr e s en t s b i o l o g i c a l degra-dation p i l o t or bench-scale s tudies asthe on ly remedial t e c h n o l o g y to be eval-uated. Part of the RI e f f o r t is to usethe site characteristics and the avail-ab l e t e c h n o l o g i e s to select t e c h n o l o g i e sf o r eva lua t i on . I f th i s i s t h e intentit is not evident by this section.
The items to be i n c l u d e d in the RIReport do not c o n f o r m to the guidance ontechnical requirements to s a t i s f y theN a t i o n a l Cont ingency P l a n . T h i s l i s t( p a g e 1 2 4 ) demons trate s some of thep o t e n t i a l d e f i c i e n c i e s o f t h e W o r k p l a n ,i.e., lack of a t t en t i on to d emographyand land use, f u l l water qua l i ty i n f o r -mation, air q u a l i t y concerns and of fsite sediment data.
The Endangerment Asse s sment S e c t i o n i sp o t e n t i a l l y general ly comple t e a l thoughtoo genera l i s ed to p r o p e r l y evaluate.
T h i s S e c t i o n is very general. If it isintended to be hand l ed by Cramner andA s s o c i a t e s we would question thea d v i s a b i l i t y of not r e ta ining a p u b l i cr e la t i on s f i r m / c o n s u l t a n t t o h a n d l eCommunity Rela t i on s .



( P a g e 130 m i s s i n g )
T h e d i s cu s s i on o f t h e H R S C a l c u l a t i o nis not a p p r o p r i a t e in an RI W o r k P l a n .

Summary Comments R e m e d i a l I n v e s t i g a t i o n W o r k P 1 * n
T h i s W o r k P l a n i s very d i s o r g a n i Z e d and i t i s d i f f i c u l t * 0accurat e ly assess what is p r o p o s e d for some of the a c t i v i t i e sBeginning with S e c t i o n 2 .4 , T a s k 3 S I T E I N V E S T I G A T I O N / i t c l o s e l y- " -— "°" ' - i s™in '
It a p p e a r s t h a t , p e r h a p s , the W o r k P l a n was done bv severalsr« = £ r?. ̂ n.r ;•? r. •- » 0? -to the requirements of the NCP. sec t ion 2.1.3 does not.
In my opinion the Ri W o r k P l a n e s t a b l i s h e s a scope of work in
5^5 £ h a t ? îS ^ S a t i s ? y t h e N C P requirement for s u f f i c i e n c yof d a t a to s a t i s f y the requirement that the s i t e be charac t er ized
If ^rSST n r e S f a r y . t o d^ermine the nature, exten" p a t h w a y senvironment P ° t s " t i a l adverse impact on human h e a l t h and the
A large p r o b l e m e x i s t s in the W o r k P l a n S e c t i o n 2.1. it wasa p p a r e n t l y wr i t t en wi th a p r e j u d i c e toward several conclus ions?

o A n a l y s e s for seven compounds i s s u f f i c i e n t to
!±!.!f t e r i z ; e the waste sources and con tamina t i on

O

o

extent.
"An imminent and s ub s tan t ia lenvironment does not exist." risk to aan and the
Groundwat er i s the only m i g r a t i o n p a t h w a y .

The s tudy as described in S e c t i o n 2.1 may wel l c o n f i r m all of theabove. The s tudy described in S e c t i o n 2.4 has a good chance o?de t ermining actual c ond i t i on s . WK»K*« ot
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F E A S I B I L I T Y S T U D Y
The F e a s i b i l i t y S t u d y , as presented here, is not a Work Plan. Ita p p e a r s to be an a t t e m p t at a Phase I FS Report based on e x i s t i n gd a t a , l i t e r a t u r e and c o n j e c t u r e f r o m the Endangerment A s s e s s m e n t ;with a general i m p l i c a t i o n that more work is required. T h e r e areno d e t a i l s as to what f o r m the scope of work to c o m p l e t e the FSwill take.
The ou t l ine of the report , in the Executive Summary, g e n e r a l l yf o l l o w s the o u t l i n e of the G u i d a n c e Document but the body of thereport does not. There is no discussion of I n s t i t u t i o n a l Is su e s .T h e r e is a mix ing of tenses in many of the p a r a g r a p h s that makesit hard to de t ermine which tasks CAI considers comple t ed andwhich ones are not.
I b e l i eve that s p e c i f i c comments on the i n d i v i d u a l s ec t ionsr e la t iv e to the NCP are not a p p r o p r i a t e . The document is sod i s o r g a n i z e d that it needs to be e n t i r e l y rewrit ten to becons i s t ent w i th the Guidanc e Document. When th i s is done it w i l lbecome more evident where the data gap s are and how to addressthem. Many of the s t e p s required in an FS a p p e a r to be in thedocument but it is hard to evaluate the conclusions b e f or es u b s t a n t i a l work on the RI has been c o m p l e t e d .
E H D A N G E R M E N T A S S E S S M E N T
T h e Endangerment Ass e s smen t conc lude s t h a t :

o The only exposure route for containments f r o m the s i t eis ground water.
o T h e r e is no risk to human h e a l t h .

T h e s e conc lus ions are based s o l e l y on e x i s t i n g data ande x t r a p o l a t i o n s through path s of raigration that have not beencharac t er ized .
In my op in ion the Endangerment Asses sment does not meet thecriteria f o r input t o t h e F S .
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